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EVALUATION FOR DECISION-MAKING: A CASE STUDY

As the field of evaluation has developed, it has beccme increasingly

clear to its practitioners that it is not and cannot be based on the
same theory and methodology as more traditiopal educational research.
Evaluators do not operate in a research setting; their purpose is not

to contribute to a general body of truth. Rather, they are addressing

ways. As awareness of this has grawnrtherg has been extensive discussion
of what methodolcgies evaluation sgggldEUSE and of what theoretical

basis is productive. Several models have been developed within which
evaluators can conceptualize their task--and .their entire role. One

such model which has been extensively discussed is that of‘decisi;n»

based evaluation. This model has been §xpﬂunded by Stufflebeam et al

and expanded, discussed af otherwise developed by a numbgr of ozhérs

(Guba, Alkin, etc.) The basis of this model is that evaluation gshould
provide information which will be used by the decision makers in the course
of their decision making. The appeal of this model to evaluators working
in the field is obvious. If evaluations can successfully be tied to
decision making, their impact and worth are enhanced. If the purpose

of carrying out an evaluatian-is to provide information to de;iéigﬁe
makers, them the primary fequirémeﬁﬁ is that the ‘information lead to

better decisions thaﬁlééuld be made without it., Designs do not necegsarily
have to be experimental in nature, with random aséignmen?s.and true

control groups. There is an automatic focus for the evaluation--an
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important aspect, since few clients of evaluation are themselves capable
of describing the focus they want. Within this very general model--
really more of a philosophy--a number of more detailed concepts must

be developed, héwgveri While this provides a general description of

the goal of the evaluation, it does not provide much information about
how to approach the evaluation itself. There are some materials available
which addréss this question (those developed by CSE, for instance), but |
the field is still badly in need of exploring. Just having a general
goal, or even some specific wafs to set up an evaluation design will

not ensure that an effective evaluation will be set up. It is as aiffigglg
a task té ensure that evalgatiaﬁ results are in fact available to
decisicﬂsmake:srénd used by them as it is to set up-a research stiudy

in a schgél setting--and it requires ﬁammunicati@ﬁlskills anﬁ oftan
political skiiis for which most evaluators have little initial backéragpd

or training.

The difficulty of going from a general statement of a goal to
specific effective evaluations has been faced inrdétail in the Austin
Independent School District, AISD set up in 1973 an Office of Research
and Evaluation (ORE); the basic requirement frg@ the district's viewpoint
was that several federal program evaluations should be carried out.

GRE waélimmediately faced with setting up goals for itself and procedures
for meeting those ggalé. Stazting with a deeision that evaiuatian

should iﬁdeéd‘safve decision-makers, ORE for its first year designed



" evaluations in a framework based énVStufflébéam'S CIPP model. These
evaluations were carried ocut with a strong Qri&ﬁtiti@£ toward defining
the objectives of a program, then assessing the adequécy of the program
in meeting these objectives. This approach led to a number of problems,
howaver. Perhaps the largest was the lack of well-formulated objectives
for most of the programs ORE was called upon to evaluate. This lack
meant that ORE evaluators had either to try to get the program personnel
thspécify objectives primarily for the purpose of aligwipg ORE to
measure them, or they had to impose a éet of objectives wtitteé by ORE
on the program. The results in either case had a tegdency to represent
rather trivial objectives, not usually related in any manner to the
actual decilsions being made by distriet éﬂd program personnel.

While believing strongly that_thé ideal program is abjectiveég

=

baéed, formulated with careful planniﬁg to meet highly specific goals,
ORE gradually realized that that ideal existed almost not at all in
fact. Having»raaliged this, ORE decided to experiment with a different
approach to evaluation. The evaluation chosen was one éf the implemen-
taﬁion of a new quafterisystem calendar and a new higﬁ school cgfiizulum
in the district's high schools. The goal of the new calendar was quite
simple--meet the state mandate which called for every school in the
state to be on a quarter system calendét by'tﬁe 1?75§1976 school year.
There was really’nct any point in évgluating that goal--its achievement
was obvious and tfivial to décumeﬁtgirTha goal of'ﬁhe new curriculum

was essentially to provide every student in the district with the most
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appfopriétereduzatiéﬁ possible--so broad a goal it can't be assessed

at all without.a great deal of amplification. In exploring the objectives
of the program with administrators it was clear that they wvere not |
truly interested in information about either of these general goals,

nor were they able to gemerate specific objectives which égd not sound
either artificial or t#ivial compared to the program as a whole.

It was alsc élear, howaver, that there were some vary importané
decisions which would be made &azing the coming year regarding both the
quarter system and the curriculum, znd that the aéministrators were
as yet undecided about these issues and would welcome information
- which would be relevant to them. For these reasons, a diffétén: approach
to evaluation was tried. Instead of focusing gﬁ objectives, the gﬁalggtiﬁﬂ
was basgé on a number of decisions which veré likely to be addressed by
administrators during the year. Theserwafa phrased as;"dgcisiaﬁ quesﬁiaﬁs"z
such as "Sh@uld the hﬁmbef of courses offered be reduced?” With é small
amount of assistance, administrators found it easy to list many such
decisions that they would be making. These dggisicg questions were
then related to "evaluation questions" reflecting useful information,
such as "How many courses aré actually offered?" The decision questions
and evaluation questions together formed a basis for an évaiuaﬁian design
quite different from EhéVobjaﬁtives=basedrd§sign previously used by ORE,
A summary ;3f the design of this evaluation is presented below.

The possibility of evaluating the quarter system first came to

the attention of the Office of Research and Evaluation dyring 1973-1974
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as a resul:t of feedback from var

II-MA

ous district admiuzistrators regarding
programs they felﬁ most needed evaluation. The quarter system was high
on the list of ptégrsms which were Indicated as reqﬁifing assessment.
Thus it seemed likely that the Office of Research and Evaluation would
Having decided that an évaluatiﬂﬁ of the quarter system would have
high priority for the following year, Ehé Gffice of Research and Evaluation
beéan activities to design such an evaluation. During the spring,
relatively little time was available to spend Dﬁithisrtask; however,
several steps were carried out. A review of other district evaluations
was undertaken in order to gain insight into the problems likely to
sceur in implementing our quarter system. - In aﬂdition, meetings were
held with the senior high principals and secondary coordinators t; elicit
poésible decisions which would need to be made regarding the quarter
system. These decisions were summarized and two lists of preliminary "~
decision questions were prepared (see Figure 1 and Figure 2). ’Finally,
an estimated budget for carrying out a major evaluation of the quafééf
system was prepared and submitted to the district as part of the complete
budget for the Office of Research and Evaluation. No further time was
available before July 1l to pursue the quarter system evaluatiom design.
The creation of tée design eontinued during the summer, The first
step taken during this period was to review the deéiéicn questions
formulated éﬁfiﬂg the spring and prepare a list afvpassible data sources

which might be of assistance in making the decisions (see Figure 3).



1. Should staff development pregrams be modified? If so, how?

2. Should Cepartment cheirmen be allocated more planning time?

3. Should departzental @rgaﬁi;atién be mcdified? If so, how?

L. Shculd nethods of commurnication with parents be changed? If so how?

5. Should the course fair be repeated? If so, should the same forzat be use=d?

I

6. Should the co-ed P. E. program be modifie d What changes In responsibilities
of teachers need to be made to ac:amad ate co-ed classes?

7. VShauld fac;l,, es and serviees praviasi tz the schools te modified %o facili-~

8. Are additiomal perscnnel in some administrative positions required by the
guarter systaé

”-5; VShdgﬁé additional finaﬂc*al support be pravided*

10. Should ﬁ%ttéfﬂ of 2l1éwing expanded electives he changed? Should modifications
~ be made in patterns of counseling students in choosing Courses?

11. Should the increased level of Eampétenc*es be continued?

12. Should some courses ba eliminated or put on a fee Easis beczause théj pro-
vide nothing of educatienel or social value? ' .

hé requirements for pr eregulgite courses ig areas such as health

14, Should the curriculum be madified in light of board decisions and mandates?

15. Should the minimum elass §ize of 20 be loosened somewhat for one or two years
to facilitate guarter sjgtem implenentation?

16. Should different staffing patterns EE irplemented to deal with different
student course-choice pattsrns?

17. Should the d;stricﬁ ﬁfﬂ?ide mranspsrtatian from school to school and from
schools to cutside facilities to bgck up the expanded course selection?

Figure 1: POSSIBLE DECISION QUESIIDNS"-PRINCIPALS Decision questions for
the quarter system evaluation generated by senior high school
principals in a meeting add:ess;ng pcssible dacisians to be made.
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. Should the quarter system return to only the curriculum contazined in the
semester system? Do we want the seme substantive courses in a reecgnizable
form?

b

Ny

. Should thke department alter its course offerings? If so, in
what direction? Additions? Deletions? Camblgatlaﬁs? Revisions?

3. Should the ____ department alter its instructional methodologies?
If so0, how?

L. Should subject area and/or hémeraam teachers f£il1l the advisory role? I? so,
will additionsl training snd materizls he needed? If not, what other slier-
natives might be tried? :

5. Should course fairs be continued? If so, should they be expanded, altered,

ieke?

6. Should graceégrés be set up for additional coordination betweesn Junlor and
senior highs (as, for example, for quarter system choice preparation)?

.
0
E
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o
e
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a) Should they Ee revised?
b) If so, by whom?

¢) If so, by whet process?
d)} If so, in what direction?

8. Should there be revisions in the ?laeemént tests? What EindsAafiéevisians?

9. ©Should grazduation requireménis rexain the same? Should théy be cbaﬂged to
reflect Eh&:ges in number of electlves taken, ete? How?

10. Should the standardized testing progranm be altered?  If so, how?

11. Should the $140,000 spent on materiasls, etc, be a continuing expense? What
should be the level of financial support for: course guides; inservice;
vrinting; data processing; ete. From whet source shauld the sunﬁart come?
Should the spending patiterns be altered?

12. Should the gr@eeiurea'fér staffing end assigning courses be altered? Should
the staffing plan as currently carried out be continued? Altered?

13. VWhat ébangeé in school organizationsl patterns appear to b sitated by
the impact of the qngrter systen.

1L, “Should additional planning/attentigﬂ occur to facilitate high sehﬂﬂif&@llege
inte:fa:e?

 Figure 2: FPOSSIBLE DECISION QUESTIONS-~COORDINATORS. Decision questions
for the quarter system evaluation generated by secondary coord-
inators (district~wide supervisors of curriculum for specific
~subject areas),



1. Achigveaegéi
A. ‘CaT
B. BSAT end CEEB
C. Grades
D. DAT?
E., Departmental finals?
2. Parent attitude
A. Phone interviews
B. VWritten questionnaires with phone backup.
C. Written questionnaires with written backup.
D. Student interviews of parents
3. Student attitude

A. Questionnailres
B. Imterviews :

b, Admission to, achievement in,;eallegei
5. Job performence and job acquisition after finishing school.
6. Enrollment patterns.
7. Teaghér Information
8. Counselor and other school percnnel information.
9. Absenteeism ,
10. Summer school enrollments
11, Staffing requests and assignments
12. Information from U. T. admissions persons
13. Schedule of staff devéiagment offerings.

1L, Patterns of cocurses

" a) getting enough students
b) getting almost enough students
c) overflowing : o
d) - getting very few students

Figure 3: POSSIBLE INFORMATION SOURCES FOR' THE QUARTER SYSTEM EVALUATION.
' Information sources suggested by administrators or ORE for
possible inclusion in the evaluation design..




This involved investigating what data were already available in the

school system and counsidering what other kinds of useful data could

be collected. When the tentative 1istzaf decision questions and possible
sources of data had been pfeparad, a series of interviews was held

with available secondary persomael. This included the Director and
Assistant Directors of Secondary Edggation and savefalrof the secondary
coordinators. Since it was summer principals were not included at that
time. The purpose of these meetings was to expand and clarify the de;isian'
questions, and discuss which data sources might be moét useful to the

secondary staff in reaching conclusions regarding each quesrion. A

sample of ;herfarm used for this review is shown in Figure 4.
Througgg;he cooperation of two secondary coordinators, a question-

naire was also administered to a group of teachers both to establish

their priorities for the evaluation questions and to ascertain which

data they thought most relevant to each question. Examples of the

results from this questionmnaire are presented in Figures 5 and 6.

of tentative evaluation questions and methods for collecting data on
these questions, was prepared. At this time, the quarter system ~val-
uation had not yet been funded, so work on the design was proceeding
under Title III'fundgg Since the fiﬂalrscope'af the evaluation was
unknown, the design remained highly tentative. The preliminary design
was reviewed with the AiSD Board gf‘Trustees and with.several secondary

administrators. At this stage the quarter system evaluation budget
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was,appf@ved,véﬁd the pe of the- Evaluatinn ‘was EStabllShEd A
completé draft deslgn was then produ ed which included dec;51an queszioﬁs, ;
‘ evaluatiuﬁ quest;ons, Qverv1ew of data cgllection and analysis, and =
7'115t cf 1nstruments W1th gellecﬁlan times.  Thisg draft was reviewed

‘by the se;ondary ientral office admini strééars the genicf high s:hocl
prlncipals the seaandary coordinatars, the Evaluaticn Advisnry Com-

~ mittee, and various other pafsoné_= At the same time, ‘some investigazians
 fintg the cost ~and-worth of collacting various’ kinds of data were begung
F;nally, baség on thé input ffgm varicu= groups and the résults

"”@f p:ellmlnary cost ;nveztigatlo, » a final design was praduced This -
design reflected tha same Easic StquEUfE as the nriglnal dezign' it

had, however, been modified in a number of ways_ Fgr instance, a fevieé
. Df'past Etudias @f students whé had g':d Vtéd suggested that a gréat
deal of effgrt was 1nvglved in Qalleeting relat1vely 1i tie infarmatlan.,
Thus; it was decided to ccnd ';ly a p113t Etudy of farme; gradul es
r.th;s year, while ccncent:ating more Effart on pfeparing curfent studentar
té fespéﬁd quest;on, aires fter éraduatlan.. On . the che:ihénd, |

the per351ved 1mportance of te,‘hemr p‘, was so great ﬁhat a qqestians
naire to be glven to all teachers durl ng staff devélbﬁméﬁt time Wéé.

added to the ”mggl éf ‘teacher nterviews ériglnally planned.

) The final esign was again reviewed by the Dlrectg; and Ass;stant
: Dlrect ors gf Secandafy Education and By the seniorrhigh principals; It
ﬁas'thégvraviéwed‘by,thé Cabinet and prepared for final distribution.

The entire process of désigniﬁg théAévaluatianxagggpied varying




amounts of time from March to the end of Sapte ber. :A task analysis

of time spenﬁ in desigﬁing the évaluation is présented in Figure 7.

"Tha t@tal Eost to folcé of Research and Evaluatign af pzepariug thé

.design was approximataly $4500. This amount was primarily for sani@r‘

evaluator time, secretarial time, reproduction costs, and other staff

‘time. This does not include the cost of thextime put in on review by

s :andary staff Also excluded was the cost aE'insﬁrumegt,désign and

7feview;‘élthgggh drafts af'fiﬁal'copiés of most instruments were published

as an appendix to the design. An approximate e breakdown of costs is

gh@ﬁﬁ_belgw.-

1. Coordinator of Research and Evaluation $ 300

2. Senior Evaluator 5y 7 ‘ $3§GQ -
3. Seeretery . S $ 500
' ,;Vhi VPTééESS‘E?éiﬁa ors and data’ speeialists N ' 'b $‘350
5. Reproduction | ' o . $250
6. AGEBEFrcasts, 1ncludigg suﬁzlieé, camﬁuter ) $ 100

| time, ete. , , , S il
motel | : | ; 84500
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:».Atlthe end of the fiﬁst'ﬁéar_gf the qusftef system evaluation éﬁg

was feady to review ,tﬁ 2"périéncg aﬂdAtrf_again;’ Several P:Dbléis—
we:e immediately evident. ‘First, in the pfgéésslaf iﬁtéfviaéing édé

, m;nistrat@rs to eli,itrée;ié;éﬁ queé;i@nsrandvinfafmazi,n to b gatﬁéred,
we had évéremphasizéd soié areas and ﬁndéfemphasized others. Aéministratérs;
had diffigul;yVspéciingg:iﬁfotmaﬁiqn sbufcesrgfrevéluation juestions
which wﬂuld’féiaﬁé to their decision. VThéifrimmédiate’:ééctiéﬂ"té'
."What wauld help you make this decisio nr was principal opinion, teacher
apinion achlevemént scores, usually in thatrcrdér. On the other ﬁaﬁd
too little i ‘fnfmatlan had been gathered abaut‘the times daclgigns waula
be made and the time info fﬁacian wﬁuld need to be ava;lable»%a 1ﬁpa§t o
those décisians.‘ Secon d, and more img@rtantgrﬁés the aSpeéﬁ,éf gﬁigg

iﬁcis;ons to address. By ﬁhe Emd of the year DRE_EEE:

. Gathered data for decisions whlch WETE made befaré the informat;an
could be provided. -
. Gathered information for which the decision was a Eg;eggne conclusiﬁn,
. . Gathered expensive information which provided anly a minor patﬁ
" of the total used in making a decision.
. -Addressed some relatively minor decision- quesﬁians effectively

at the cost of omlttlng some more important ones.

Finally, there was a weakness in the’ deslgn 1tself in that the Ielatlﬂﬁshlp o

between decision questiﬁns=éféflaéting decisions to be made-- and eval-
~uation questioms--reflecting infgiﬁaﬁion'to be gathereé and analysedé%
- was not- sufficiently éxpliﬁiti For some ﬂezi ion q estians the . evaluation

rquastiéns were tangential and not pértiaulazly Eglpful. Eor othérs

the most important questions were overlooked. - The relationship between

the two was not included in the design itself; it existed 1a§gelyriﬂ;

‘Séhé’héadraf the evaluator. Thus it was éifflgult to ensure Lhaﬁ therrn




apﬁ:é%%iatg iﬂformatioﬁ ﬁas alwayé étavideé.b Fuﬁthérgage; it would -
havévﬁeen Géryséiffiéuiﬁuféf é’ﬁewrﬁéiséﬂ ta éaﬁﬁinﬁe‘ﬁhé'eﬁéiuécian;

In addrassiﬂg Ehese prablems, ORE develope& some much mﬁra Spagific-_'
guidelines and fefmats used for the design of an Evaluation. The basig
pgrposg of DRE 8 gva;uatiggs is s;ill to p:gﬁidé infgrﬂati@ﬁ far decisiOn
ﬁakéfsg .Ihé de¢isiQn ques tl;n ”§a designéd to focus ﬁhg évaiuatiépé'én'
‘this aspect of DRE's_rale, aé well as to focus ﬁhé audiémcés on the fact-
ithat Evaluatién'iS én1§ worthwhile if some'ﬁseVis éadergf thérfésulté. .
'They,shéuld‘raprésgn; aztuai decisions to be ﬁéde'by thé;peféopﬁéi”to éhgm,
Vtﬁey“ara addfesééé. |

-The process of setting dgcisich questions for an evaluation normally

n

up
goEs Ehréugh several steps. A tentative list of queétians is éfig;pallj )

created from a number of sources. rThasE sources may iﬂclude program staff
and. principals involved in the prcgrams, admlnistrag;ve gersannél wha will

be making decisians abaug thg prag:am, federal pfog:am afficers, the p:@gram o

prapgsal (1f any), the evaluatinﬁ proposals sgbmitted to. the Echgﬂl bgard

and even tha évaluaﬁor § own péIEEptiDnE af What quéstions are llkely to come

up relatgd to Ehe prOjEQt. It is- 1mpﬂrtaﬁt to get input from Ehe prlmary

sers of the evaluation data at thls p01nt both to ensure that noe impgrtanti‘5

\ﬂu"

egisibns are Qveilooked aﬂd to keep ffg@ specifying a lpt of'quéstions for -
uwhich dec1516n57have in fact airéédyrﬁéen'ﬁaaé; of'whiéh éillinoﬁ;coméiu?;
'Tﬁiis.$éméﬁimés more effactive to eliglt dEQiS;EB quéstiaﬁs in a_gfaupéé‘

o ;a~§§m§_é§tgﬂt7£hé cgﬁmunr cati t in the group will suggegt some da= 

cisions no individual will think of.
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 going to have to take_:egafdiggaché;projeat?ﬂnbgfare_he,géﬁg»faalf,:

~ and the issués whiéh Willzﬂééd t@ bE-fESDlVéﬂ; )

" zthere usually,is a decision to be made, but the adm;nistfatcf doesn't

want ini@fﬁati@n,ta,hélp him make it--he wants a club to beat others

want this klnd of matarials ‘or whatever.

One problem likely to come up in the process of eliciting decision

~ questions from personnel is that they will include many questions which

are really not decisions: such as "How well are my students doing in math?"

- These ar= questions to which they want to answer, but they don't have any

clear picture of an action to hg,takéﬂ as the result of knowing the

 answer. . Ihe evaluato is kely to hava'té continue asking, "What do

" you do with that when you know it?" and "What kinds of actions are you

dec151nns.' This process its Elf tends to be of value to the administratars

of a prggram, sinca it forces tham to giva thaught to Ehe coming yeaf -

infgrmatiOﬁ;the evaLu p ovides is gaiﬂg to change‘lt. Iﬁithis case -

;x;.s, - R
S

into agreeimg with him. Addrgssiﬂg such a de sion may sﬁill‘Eeqwarthwhilé'”

'under EEfEalﬂ circumstancES' if ﬁhe Person prapasiﬁg it is not the final

déiisi0ﬂ§mék2§ ag§'théré is real,géntfévérsy, it can still be useful. -
Otherwise it will exhaust evaluation resources without influencing

anything,ane way or anéther. The evaluator must take care in the process

of:'l“éiting decisions to mak 7 clear that he is'gathefing genafal
ideas, not ;amﬁlitlng himself to aﬁythlng anyana suggests, and also to

'.3

maké it cleaf that he wi 11 ‘not necassarlly shaw that teacbers really

X




Dﬂce.initial de;isianQues;iQns are gathered, thé négt sta§ is to get
some idea of what evalgatién éuestians might be relevant to EéﬁhvdE§iéiE£{
-",quéstiona At the éaﬁe,timé somevéttehptrcéﬁ Ee'madéifa détéfmiﬁé botﬁréﬁe
_rimportéﬁcg of the deéiSign ané the impaftanee 6f tﬁé inf@fméﬁion the ééaluatar
éa@_pravide_iﬁimak;ggvthat de;iéioai: The wholg area af‘fprmuiatiﬁg reie@aﬂt
‘evaluation questions must involve the5évalua£or méré directly; hé kﬁaws what

sources of data are réadil§'avaiiablé and prabably will be able to specify

‘many. ginds of information which w0uld not occur to program personnel. QEA;MN
must, therefore, take the initiative in this. - The pri tizing cf both dacisigﬂs
- and information is>an impartant pagt of this 5tep ple Eéﬂd to faal that

:almoéﬁrany iﬁformaﬁian would be "ni;e";'but'to‘make effective use of evaluation
rescufeesj'thé'iﬁiarmatign must be not only nice but essentiaié‘r
The ﬁhifd gﬁep is to select a ;entatiﬁevlist pf ééﬂi513§,§§?321933>§?
be addfessédi This sel%etiﬁﬁ wiil n@fmally'bé bagedvcn a ﬁumbérlofiﬁfitg;ia;
Some of ;hesé are: iipgrtanée of the déﬁisi@n§ téievance’éf‘the infc:ﬁétiag'
'Vﬁhi;h‘eauld be §ol1ectEd to the &ézision;:efaluatér‘s percegtign of éhe;,
likelihood of the infafmatiéﬁ,baing used 1f itris provided, etc. Obviously,

the set af dacisian questlgns to bé addressed needs to be 1imited to thgsé
in,general,,it is better to-stick to a few big questi&ns which represent

. important, and as yet undecided, issues, than to tackle a large number of .
. smaller decisions. One consideration which must certainly enter into the
- choigé“to”ﬁé”ﬁadé'is the timing--can the desired information be gathered,

' 'analysad and- dissaminated béfore the decision E ,ﬁade? If not, théﬁ!




there's not much poiﬁﬁ in iﬁcludiﬁg'the decision questioﬁ_ At Ehis

péiﬂt— thérévaluatsr ‘'should havevengugh feel for the gvaluation qgestions
invalved to hava %ome idea how wall thay pravidé ;ﬂformatian aoncerning |
the decision quéstiﬂn and how exPEﬁsive it is galng to be to aﬁswezrﬁhém,b
ﬁhesg ﬂefinltaly also enter into the choice. o R Co e
| The gffigé’has Eéﬁdaﬁrtﬁ éét the most ies§§ﬂse.éa its evaluatioﬁ
;nfgrmation whan it really does repregent something the decision maker
rréo :' alraady kqow Thus, prlncipals generally believe that they
'havg a fairly good feel for teaghér 1 udes in their Séhoals, a, teaéﬁér
“attitude questionnairé‘is i@sé likely éithér.t rc nfi rﬁ"theirvfaeliﬁgs
bfbta‘be zajécteﬁ; student pattefn of course Qh@iEE (far ex ample), 7
on the other hand, is lgss likely to be at their fingertips. This
~also enters into CEaﬁsiﬂg décision questions; in that the 1atter typa ' s
stuld,bé made without input from ORE. - Hote,.however;lthatritiis sameﬁ}ﬁéé?'~-_
legitimate tq Eyovidé‘infarmgtiqn simply to have QRE‘S “stamp"fﬁﬁj;t,
even if it's something everybady in the drstfizt,knows., Dne,final
- point-the avaluaﬁar should alloﬂate some fesaurges to one declélon quest10n4

"to be detérmined at a later date". Things do come up.  The worksheet ORE -

i

uses difi- ﬁaking these determinations is shown in Figure 8.

When the decision questions have been selected, the evaluator

drafts an initial design. Ihls des;gn includés a summafy cf dacls;ons
add:assad ~a specific chart of Evaluat1an questlons tied- to- each--dec ‘lDﬁ

question, and an allocation of resources to éach i f rmatl@n source S

Abéing included (Resagrge allocation is another major desigﬂ issue—=but
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~ that's grdiﬁferént paperi)f The dgs;gguis formglateé to deal with several
of the problems ORE encﬁuntéréd tEe'firSt jéa:, By mgkingréxplici;'thebv
} felatignéhip bétwééﬁ déaiéiéﬁiquéstians and évéluat;gﬁréﬁestigns it is
éééiéf:torénsgfe the aﬁp?é?iiatenéss of the tie; The dété ;hé inféfma;ion
" must ge'pzcvidéd is included in tha list of evaluatiﬂn quegtlons. The
—resogfcerallgcaLiéns,gan be easily reviewed to decide whethgr they‘i:e,in
acéé%d with the" importance cf‘ﬁhe inf@rmaﬁién being gatheredg Res éesv
~are z allocated pfimarily by instrument or infgrmation saufcé—zﬂRE h§§ found
that it is easier to structure day-to-day aétivigléé'in térms of data té
be'gaﬁheféd and’aﬁaiYEés ﬁg‘ﬁe.égrfarmeé; réther than in terms of fepgtcé
to be made. = . |
At this point the gvalﬁatcf has é ;éﬂéative'désign; includigg a'sét of
' decision quéstiqﬁs which are within :hé s;épefaf higZ:gsouf;as ta'pté?;§e 
information on. - The last étep‘is ﬁarreviéw them with all the pe£§035'fram
ﬁh@mrthéy were ofigiﬁglly}éligitEd, as well as séme'pefsqns (school b;éfé?);
ﬂéé originally invélﬁed; The evaluatartis;préﬁargé acrthis §éint'tc‘lét
peopie know why . he 1eft out théi: favarite degision qu,s,i, if s mé,né
, wants tg aﬂd a questlen he ‘makes it cleaf thatra othér has fa>§omérout-,

He i=s also preparéd to deal w1th the situatlan of an administrator insisting

”thera'is no deaisign to be madE“(af ‘that iz has Eean msde} Whéﬂ it is clear

from his superlnr that the issua is far from fi GLved Atﬁthe"egd of the.
review, the évéluatién is underway for another ﬁeér; An example of a finished
"~ design. is showu in: Appendix A._

In DRE s Exparlente wiﬁh this appfoaﬂh we dn not feal that DRE has,"’

found any magic key that will make our evaluations great, our administrators”‘*‘*T*




whiggEs,vafIEVEB all our activitiéshWQrth dqingi Indead, ihéfe'remain

a'vafiety of pf@bléﬁss .One major grcbiam ﬁzz beén well illusﬁfated by

;expaﬂtatiaﬁs on the part of the dec;siaﬂ— agar of what Evaluaclan is about.
"If he doesn't patcéive evaluation as providing information. for his decision.
the gvg;ugtg; pafgeivesg Another which we have been repeatedly made aware

-of and which Alkin also addresses, is that of providing information in time -

" to be useful. A thiré; whigﬁwmés% evaluators are b§'nﬂw well aware of,

- is é iaiga Eommiﬁtmenﬁ'éf rééoufzes'téléelinéatiﬁg éndvébﬁaining'infofﬁatién,
which leaves few reécutcas f@t prﬂvldlng it This lattar is aggravaﬁéd by |

a lack Df understanding on the par vf.fundiﬁg sources for the complexity

;and expense of chis Lass taskééDRE s data processing bpdgég; a,vgfj technical
area, 1is seldom Qhallenged “but rap uction exéeaégs @fteﬁ'ééaﬁ £Q aﬁéze

our funding sources. We have alsc found specific settings which seemwto

: ,;méké a dezisian questiané appraach’ﬁuch'mafe'diffiguitrﬁo implemegti ;12; 

.a pragram has mandated ob;ectives, the evaluatlan usually must adéréssrﬁhemg‘r
if iE is ddress decision ﬁuastlons as we 1 this leads to a sarf cf 

’ hybrid‘daéign which can be,awkwaré and timeégonsuﬁing to wotk:withgrklﬁ

‘an Evaluatian is far needs assessment purposes, 1t'éaﬁ,be difficﬂlt to
'v‘idéﬁﬁifglﬁgléyént decision makers and:very d1ff1culz to idaﬁﬁlfy ‘decisions .
to bérmadé. :Thi5 fafmat gf evaigatlan d251gn isﬁverg senéltiﬁe,tazpfob;emér

-with the decision ma k,ng process.in a dis trict. ORE has Eguﬁd,'far,instanée;

re there,

‘ \mw‘

that many decisions are made unéxpeétédlyvat'm etings; if we

our information is.considered; if not, it isn't. Many decisions in AISD




‘are also made well before the setting in which they are fefmelieed=eover

coffee, in other meeﬁingEQ in e?hundréd casual contacts in wh;eh the metter

is discussed. If DRE can previde informetlen in EhEaE informel setziﬂge,

it is very llkely te be considered Ifﬁthe 1neefmatlon eomee_only to,ehe

formal meeting, it may well be too lege;

__Nonetheless, we feel that we are much more effective than we were

feur.yeefe ago in deeliﬁg with thie aree.. Our information hae had an imeeef

en'deeieione - We hee: Erom edminletratere and baerd membere infermaeion

we geve them as the reason for a deeielen. Dccae;onelly someone even ealle"

ue befofe decision is iﬁminen; and eéke! us if we heve any‘feleveﬁﬁ

info rmet;en—eeertelnly a ehenge from four years ago. 'There temein meny

pfobleme, beﬁ we feel thet,thie,medel‘ie e’géed one. We hope that by ehezing

some of our . exper;eneee we mey contr b te to ehose who feee all the eeme '

problems end tfibuletione we'havegr We also ‘hope te;stimulete eontiﬁued A

ing model

discussion of epeelfle techn é es for

'ef eveluetlen, w;th the hope thet someone elee can contribute to the eclution_:'_f;

_‘of;sqmefaf gezrprebleme! FEE




APPENDIX A

' EVALUATIDN DESIGN

= 1975 1977 Lo L
- RIGH ‘?CH(’}GL FU’RRTCULLM FVAT.IIATTI‘)\T
7 Hgvembgr 5, 1976

- _S§tan Drezek -
Senlor Evaluator

Elaine Morris- _  MTam‘Rggdebush 2 Batbie Bellinghausen’vr

Evaluatinﬂ ‘Assistant ~  Evaluation Assistant . - . = Secretary -

Apprav d . & /L A
“ Freda M Halley, Ph D B P
Cmgrdinatﬂr gf Raﬂaafzh and Eval ,;ig;_*—




PROGRAM STAFF

The following Austin Independent School District staff members are respon-
sible for the implementation of the major aspects of the high school
curriculum evaluated in this design., However, there are many persons in
the individual high schools and central administration not listed who diractly
affect-tle.curriculum—in particular all. the high school teachers, counselors,
and department heads. :
Dr. Bill Smoot

Director of Secondary Education
Lawrence Buford Maad Sims
Asgistant Director of Secondary Assistant Director of Secondary
Education . Education : '

Principals

Charles Akins Anderson High School
Jacquelyn McGee “Austin High School
Forest Kline - Crockett High School
Ron Beauford ~ LBJ High School.

Adan Salgado Johnaton High Schoel
Rodger Wiley o Lanier High School
W.A. Sloan . MeCallum High School -
James Viramontes Reagan High School
Jack Allison : ’ Travis High School

Qpaﬁdiﬂagq:s ' ) AREA

Qﬁetﬁlaﬁ;gg - o 7
.- Anne Flores - = . , " i:Mathematics
.. Irene Kanter - .~ . as

Rahhda Qandare - ) . . : 14

La Rue Allison * . Homemaking Education
Ida Courtney : ' Library Services
Bill Duncum__ - Vocation-Cooperative Training —

" Curt Eckardt ' , Phys, Ed., Health, Safety and

o - Driver's Ed.
Ron Foy . - Industrial Arts
Sherilyn Howze ' Art Education
Loyce Igo Trade and Industrial Vocation
Myrtle Johnson ' Business Ed.., and Vocational Offlce
o : - "BEd.
Vera Jones . Student Activ:icies
Bob MclLean Learning Resources
Bertha Means Reading '
Julia Mellenbruch Foreign L& aiguage
Frances Nesmith Social Studies
John Pearson A ~ . Instrumental Muaic
Margaret Ruska o R Language Artr
Wayne Schade o ; . Secilence
Elgin Schilhab : ‘ Mathematics
Richard Sutch _ , ‘ - Choral Music Fducation
Perry Suter o . Pre-Vocational Industrial Arts Ed.
La Neal Tankersley - <. Girls Physical Education -

Don Zirkle ' - ; ' Media Services

Interns to Gasrdiﬁgta:g Z 57
| ~ Selence

.Social Studies
:Tancuags Arte .
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EVALUATION DESIGN REVIEW  FORM

I have reviewed the evaluation design for the High School Curriculum Eval-
wvation. I concur that the decision gquestions are appropriate, that the
program description as stated is representative of our program, that

the evaluation questions are appropriate, and that the types of instrumerts
proposed are aceeptable.

ﬁﬁﬁzf

Director of Sez;\ndaﬂr Educatian

ﬁgfisﬁant Director of Secondary
Education Edueatieﬂ

Wl O Gt

Prineipal, 'Andars;m H;Lgh Szhaal

Ofif-f’%@'—é—« pee i

' /lm:ip‘él Austin High 5;11@1

al, “Crockett High School P -

7 ;w@jp MJ

1 iﬂcipsl ,{ LBJ High S::th:l

L;E':int:ipal Travis High “Schaol
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' DCCISION QUESTIONS ADDRESSED

A. System-Level Decision Questions

1. Given student performance on a range of outcome measures, in what,’
if any, areas should the revised curriculum undergo major change?

2. Should the quarter course cresits and minimm reading and mathematics
competencies required for graduation be changed?

3. (Deleted)
4, Should AISD mcdify the job descriptinn and responsibilities of high
school counselors? ' .

5. Should AISD move toward year-round schooling?

B. Program-Level Decision Questions

6. What changes need to be made in the advising process to assure that
stuéents select appr@priate courses?

7. How can the junior high schaals be assisted to improve the orientation
of eighth graders to the high school curriculum? :

8. Should AISD consider acting to increase the siﬁiisfify of the same
course taught in different schools by different teachers? -

k)
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1B
DECISION QUESTIONS OVERVIEW

UECISION PATE TO BE{  DATE INFORMATION RELEVAST EVALIATION QUESTIONS

QUESTION DECIBED 1 NEEDED AND DBJECTIVES INFORRATLON SOURCES

e | : I-1 s the distrlct-vide nedim achleves 1.1 $TEP
Lﬁ. cloen gtuent perfor- _ nent acote for each STED subtest increases
PAIEL 0 1 ange of ot \ fn 1976-17 over 19752614

cone measures in what, if R

any, areas ghould the
gevised currleulun wnderge ‘ - 12 Is there a relaclonship (sepatate for |1-2 STRF, Famed Credit Survef
.oJmalor changel. Ll e e SO A TS . ‘

achievenent eo 197576 to 1976=17 and
coutsen taken {n L.A,, Hath, 5.5, and.
Selence!

Whrir il

1] 54d the distrlct-vide mean SAT acoren { 1-3 SAT
{neresse In 1975-76 fron previoug years,
<4 Han the revised cureloulun affected | 16 Syrvey of Study lsbtta and
students' hables and attltudes touard study] Attitudes '
15 las the dlstrict-vlde mean high achool | 1-5 Pupdl Accounting
MDA {nereased {n 1976-17 from previous o
years]

1146 Tlave the peaduation o drop-nut rates | =6 Pupl Accounting
changed  In 1976<17 fron previous years! '

17 Vhat ate the dlatribations of prades | 1<7 Grade Report Flle
o each quatter course and course areal |

1-0 What "costs" has-the revised currlcu~ | 1B Non-teaching Tersonnel 0.,
Tun ereated for those responaible for Teacher 0, Coordlnator 1,

Implementation? - - ! Coungelor 0, Teincipal 1,
1§ What are the diatribitions of ntudent '

ittt onenuned betunen amabe o e b

enallnents (by sex and ethnicity) for | 19 Grade Report Flle
{each quarter course and course Areal : B '

" 1976+17 9th graders vould have one year under a Znd year innovation, wiile 19734
7 9ch graders vould have one yeat wndex o lst year lonovation, The X courses taken
nder the revised curclcotun 7677 VS 7516 vould be 10th yeade: . 1002 V5 507,
*1th gradetéf? V3 30T, 12th gradesSOX V5 231, o b
| _3




1B
DECISION QUESTIONS OVERVIEW

. E I
DECISION DATE 70 B2 DATE INFORMATION RELEVANT EVALUATION QUESTIONS I
QUESTION DECIDED 15 NEEDED  MHD OBJECTIVES LNFORMATION SOURCES
2, Should the quarter | - 2-1 What courses are students (:ullege 1B gd Eredlt Survey
course eredits and niniwm : bound and nonecollege bound) taking and
reading and math compe- exiting AISD vith; in particular, hov are
tenclen* required for C the 27 quacter course electiven being used]

gradustion be changed! , s ;o

_ 31 How do our senfors score, compared to | 2.7 STEP-12th grade scores
|8 national semple of sendors, on'the
o d i |eeparate STER mibtestsl |

2-1 Vhat actfons have been planned by the | 2-3 Coordinator I

high schools to Inplement the minieua Counselor 1, Principal 1
competency requiresents {n math and
resding? '

2-4 llow many students (by sex and eth= 1=h STER, CAY
. ‘ nielty), due to graduate In Spring, 1979,
NN . |would be required to take more then 9

| quarters of LA, and readlng to reaedy

' reading deficiencies as extrapolated from
previous achievement scores.

2-5 Now many etudents (by sex and eth= | 2.5 s7ep, CAT
~ {ndelty) due to graduste in Spring, 1979, *
| would be requiced to take additional

* {math coursen fo resedy math deficien-
cles #g extrapolated [rom previous
gchievenent scores,

*Applien to 9th graders enterlng 1975-16 or later, They need to _
~seors in Reading o rav_seore equal to the median raw mcore of 1 old- n

year Bth grader on the CAT, For mathesatics, they need o success- '
- fully complete 3 quarters of Alpsbra (or its equlvn!gnt) of AgoTe

157 on the NCTH- cnnpgten:y teat, The pull:iu are currently being _

rmitten. o




B

DECISIDN QUESTIDNS OVERVIEW

DECTSION DATE 70 BE | DATE DHFORMATICH RELEVANT EVALUKTION QUESTIONS ,
QUESTION DECIDED IS NEEDED AND DMJECTIVES INFORMATION SOURCES
3 Deleted
s Should ALSD nodify the k=) What are underatood to be the major | 4=1 Counselor 0., Coordinator I,
W Job description and re- dutfes and responsibilitien of counselors? | Principal I,
- sponaibilitien of high _
- school counselora? §=2 What are counselora’ priorities (tine (4-2 Cownselee 0u, Counsalor,
gpent mong the major dutles and tespon- -
glbilites?
3 Are eounselors avallsble (quantity) and %%3 Counselee (), Counatlor I, Forwer |
h!1P7“1 (quality) to :Eudents? Student .
§, Should ALSD move tovard §=1 Would ﬂtudenta attend a summer quarter? 3] Studeat 0,
year-round achoaling?® - :
§=1 Would teachers teach o sumer quarter? |5.) Taacher 0,
553 What are the percelved costs and bene §=3Coord{nator 1,, Counaelor,
fits of year round schoaling! Principa] 1,, Non-teachtng Pecsomel O,
*This vaa nat & high priuril:y concetn for mny, hﬁuever those that K ) - ) )

vere concemed helleved (¢ was Important to kEEp this as 2 pﬂsnlhillty

. n peupla # ainde,

'1

=0



DECISI0H DATE TO BE| . DATE INFORMATION EELE\!Aﬁ EVALUATION QUESTIONS e
QUESTION DECIDED 15 NEEDED : AND CAJECTIVES NFORATION SOURCES
6, What changes oeed to P=l Are students taking appeopriate 6=1 Student Q., Teabher Q.. Fmer
be wade In the advialng © poutses! Student (., Emzd Credit Sutvey
proceas to assure that
‘| students select courses =2 From whon do. atudents receive wost of |6=2 Student Q. Teacher (. Counnelor Q‘,
:ppgnpﬂgtg to thelr : thelr inforaation and adviping? ~ Tormer Etudeni Q
needd, - :

=3 How do atudents use the Information  |6-3 Seudeat ()., Teacher 0., Foresr
Culde and four year "eourse plan” to Student G,
gelect appmpthtg eourseal Y

4 Where do teachers who advise et their [6-4 Teacher Q.
{nfornation?

=5 What do AISD taff recomsend to insura |6-5 Non-teaching Personnel 0., Student
that students (1) have tive for proyer |0, Teacher 0., Coordinator I,,
advising, (2) have access to persons who  |Counselor ,, Prinedpal I,
ke advise them, (3) select appropriate =

coutaes, and (4) have a coherent "course
1en" (sample in Inforaation Guide) for
thelr four years in high school!

{1 Hov can the junior high
| schools be assisted to

{mprove the orientation
. . |of elghth gradece to the
- high school curriculun?

1=1 Has the orientation provided to 9th  |7-1 Student advining cheeklfot, Teacher|

tadecs while they vere In Jurlor Mgh  |Q,, Cownselor 0, Principal I, :
ufficient to hélp them adapt to the high (Coordimator’l, _
ehool eurriculua? Cle




DECISION QUESTIONS OVERVIEW

\IB

DECISION DATE 10 BE | DATE INFORMATION RFVEVANT EVALUATION QUESTIONS L
QUESTION DECIDED IS NEEDED AND OBJECTIVES TIFORKATION SOURCES
§, Should ATSD conaider 81 To what depree does the content of (B! Test/Exan/Course Outline Content
acting to Increase the selected courses* follow the course Analysis
alnilarity of the ssme , outLines? .
- |course taught In different
gchaals by different B<2 How migh siniliarity in the copren (8= Same A B-l
teachera? content of selected courae exlata
aerozn the dlstricr?
W
w

= ioﬁ; ﬁnﬁrse __ftﬂ,m Langunpe Mrts, Soctal Studlea, and Sclence .
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P DG AM SUMMAPY

“_The Eind session of the ete:e legieletnre peeeed in 1971 a. lew mandeting

the implementetinn of the quarter system for all Texas scihool distriezs.' :
The law required districts to operate the equivalent of three quarters:
and to provide 180 days of instruction. - The rationale for the law )
was both economic and educational, Dpefeting -a ‘fourth quarter could save . -

..-tax money by utilizing the. exie:ing physical plant to meet ‘increased
- .enrollment without new construction; also, it could:give both business eﬁd

‘students greater emplnyment opportunities, - Eduentienelly, the quarter’
system could inereeee student involvement in choosing their ilen nf study
end preeent a greeter range eE courses Enf eeleetinn.f

WQrk on implementing Ehe qnerter eyetem in‘the Auetin Independent Sehnnl
‘District ‘began in 1972 under-a Secondary Study Committee. Our district-
desired to use " the quarter system as the organizational vehicle for eurrie=

"- ulum. revieien aimed at" individueli;atinn. A Quarter System Steering

-Committee was- subeequently appninted and it eeEebliehed ‘task forces of
deper:menﬁ ‘heads - and instructional coordinators to- ‘develop . the new

f,;eurrienlum.- As of Febfuery 1974, - 700 possible courses had been identified

“An -intensive effort was begun to write course deeefiptiane, dezefmine pre-
requieitee and grade-offered, set greduetinn requirements, and eliminate -

- overlap among the courses. -The result was a new curriculum allowing -

students to develnp ‘plans of etudy teilnfed to their individual needs and
intereetei yet- meeeing the greduetinn requirements’ eetabliehed by the :
State Bne:ﬂ of Edneetien end the Texee Edneetinn Ageney. ' e

Currently the Auetin Independenc Schnnl Dietriet effere a high sehnnl RN
- program of three quarters of free public edneetien.» These are three lzsueek

- 60- -day- periede neeuring uithin ‘the traditional- lecesAngnet to endanf-ﬁey

'_eemeeter eehnel year. Thefe is an optional fourth.summer quarter students
.can attend for tuition. This qu. ter offers the possibility of an

accelerated graduation (the gfeduetinn requiremente can be completed in 3

Vrceiendnr yeere), remediel Uerk, or enriehment.

Thie querter eyetem prng:em is. delivered thrnugh nine nnmpreheneive high

N eeheele fenging in student memberehip from about 1300 to 3000 and employing

from.about 70 to 140 teachers.,  The median percent etudent ettendenee for -

“‘these high schools in 1975-76 was 89; the typical student was present

~about 53 days per EDsdey qnerter. The pupil-teacher ratio for these. echn ols

' rnnged from-about 18, .6 E ebnut 22:4; however, the. eleesﬁsize in core eub

ject areas was closer to 28—30  Only one high school had a "large'" per-

n,eentege of etudente frem lnwsineeme families~ (492); ‘the ether eight high ,




schools ranged from 47 to 20Z%Z. - Four high schaals Were very near EOZ or
more angla in student membership; one high school was prednminsntly
'minafity, while the remaining four high schools had a greater ethnic
‘diversity. These 1975-76 school characteristics will _probably be close
to the 1975 77 data, but may :hgnge in. 1977- ?B with Ehe ﬁﬂssible nnset

'af busing

The curriculum itself consisted in 1975-36 of 698 quarter eourses. One
high school offered as many as 558 (84%) of these courses and another GE
few as 448 (64%) of the courses over the ther—quafter vear, ﬁhvlnuqu
size of the high qchﬁnl detarmined some of the variability In course

ﬁFFEfLﬁPS.

To aémin1ster this currifulum Fhe district has an :dmiﬁi%tfative ataff
“consisting of a director of Secondary Fducation, two assistant directors,
nine principals, and approximately 20 assistant principals in addjtion
to other support staff. ' To implement the turfxcn1um 21 ﬁEEDnﬂﬁ:y
instructional Cﬁnrdlnatar§ wafb with A qtafF of ﬂ?ir]{ 1000 teachers

aﬁd depsrtment chairman.'

The actua1 pragram, the high schonl curvieunlum, i the Fnll set of conrses
- offered. “This pfggfam is presentad on. the noxt Pﬂp? in ihhngiatéH Fﬁ?m

12

35




ATED HIFH SO0l FURRIﬂHJﬂ!ARFAR Hiﬂl ﬂUARTFE (ONRSES ﬂFFFRFD TnR 1075-1977

LSRR ARFA N MF.A B N MRy
S| LANIAGE ARTS 1S _‘WSCIENE,E'_‘ B[ ThstmeNTAL nuc;rr s - _ArnrrmTuRP 1
o |Language - ¢ 017 | Phyeleal StlEnca - b ..ﬂﬂﬂﬂ (14 *) : 15 'AF RﬂTE ' 13
0 |Componition ' 11| Bolegy 10 | oOrchestra . K -
o {Utersture (149 . % Phyniolopy 3 [ Fnsemblem (%) - b DFWFR FDU(“ATTHH l
| Reatoro o 10| Earth Sefence E 3 N |
. |Creattve Weltdng. 3§ Chemdstry “ .6 | - CIORAL AND ENERAL MISIC 39| AERORPACE - 2
o[ Seeeho 9 'Phya!c& (1 ) el T T Y |
| rama (L H ) 12 - Choral Musfe IR STUDY AL, BEMIE,
C|Mueoaitles 7 4 | BUSINESS Enummu 31 | General Husle -2 [ & TRACIER FDUCATION © 5
o Moumallem (68 0| T | e e o —— S
| tedta Comnleation 7 Fengtal’hu&in;uﬂ 5 | PIVSICAL ROUCATION. 56| STRCIAL EDUCATTON - 37
i o A fookkeeptng vl T [ T
e EQEEEEQELEE SRR | I %ﬁurthand ' 1| Vaesity Sports 12| Langunge Acta - 9
'<f,r e | Typing. - 8 | Mealth 5| Soclal Studl!; 3
e Fundanentals of Math 10 - Rilinrual 0fflce Ftactlce' y Lo ‘Sclence Lk
e Tﬂﬁrﬂﬂuﬂm Mgebra - § |- ﬂrhe:ufferl_nrg © 10| - THDUSTRIAL ARTS - | Mathematles 9 |
o | Mlpebra e e B w | Momemakinp 3443 [
W freonetry’ 1| FOREIG LAWGUAGES 15 | Independent courses ~ Voeatlonal Stady 4~
D8 |Comutervath oy | T 7| Indugtrlal crafts (37 ¥) Pt
S50 hdvaneed Math 10| Prench - - B Drafeing (1, I d &)
"7 Hath of Consumer Eeonomlesd | - Cerman 10| Flectroniea (14, 1 4 # 4 %)
R L Latln - 16 | Geaphic Arts (1 % 4 % 2) BN
| SOCIAL STUDIES 41 | Classical Civillzgtiun Cooo B Metal working (2% 1Ay | --TOTAL (ace notes). LIS
N R | Spanfati - - 18| Photopraphy (1 4, 1 2 4) I ;
* | Morld Ceography 5 Reglnning Frgek Rusainn - 6| Industeial Plastles ..
| Horld Watory - bl “ | Pover technolopy e
| Anerlean Matory 9 "IIQPMKIH(‘ & ’"Hnnd vurkinr (l A t) T
o |Governeent - - 5 | . e L s
Econontes 2-[ Useful humemaking: ol VHEATZDHAL ?nUCATrnNIGnﬁPPRATIVF FnuCATinﬁ' )
ot | paychology | Fataful hnmEmangd e +, 7**) T
o | Soctolopy”.. 1| ‘ s ‘mnr&nmumm. FDUCATION (94 *) a1 |
Advaneed Courties - 8 (. ARI (6 ) ! li' R -

Notes: 1. Cuuraea ited in the Iﬁfamntiun Fuide uith 1 number of astarleks’ {*) EZ be- contnued- fﬁ! redlt uith the :untent :hnnged Thg ﬂuuhgr of 1
: coiiraea vith specified numbers of posathle continuatlons s {ndicated in'the ‘patentheses hut i3 nut ‘reflected In the W, ‘
. 1,.Courses 1iated in the Infmaticm L‘uide vith a i aign Rust be zaken fof 1 quarters to fgcgi\re r.rgdit On :hig liat these courses are cuun;ed- e
.88 3 quurtzt cnufaea. ' o : IR B e

| i Rgfgtencg for this llsting 13 the "1976=77 Hirh Schoal , Infnrmatiun Fuidg" 1

e f:uurﬂga IZSH (and nutrition, mnnrement IA) thmurh izm
“'h. Includes Busineus Law, Huainess Hunagement Advertiiingi fiffiea ‘

 (Congumer Fducation B),

, S gy Couraen F20LA(CVAR-Nome and Cumunl:y *‘scrvi:ex IA) :hmuph
T T NP CRC - 12939 (Fnﬂd figtvlgeim) T




| me .
 EVALUATION SUMMARY

rhe 1975 6 ﬂuartEf System Evaluatign Eccused in its first year on how -

well implementation of the quarter system had_ proceeded and on’ gathering
 baseline data for futur‘ ‘zxamination of the affects of the quarter system and

revised curriculum. The Board, after reviewing proposed” Evaluatigna '

for 1976 77 decided to cgﬂtinue high s:haal evaluatinn. :

.- The focus for 1976-77 shifted to EEPhEEiZE the cufri:ulum and studant
outcomes,; more than quarter system implementatjon. The focus has alao
shifted to use of "hard data"»whérevér this 1is avajlable, with subjective

“opinion data sharply limited.. Given ‘somewvhat reduced E;ﬁding it has been -
negessary to limit the areas zansidered to thase Hhiﬂh appear mast vizal., :

Infarmatiun regarding the high sghanl Eufriculum will he cnilected and pre-
sented 1in Ehese general areas: ,

1. Student ?Erfﬁrmanga inzluding lnngitudiﬁal infatmatisﬂ on aﬁhiavement
" scores as measured. by the Sequental Tests of Edueatian Progress and -
‘Scholastic ‘Aptitude Test (CEEB), attitudes as measured by the Survey
of Stidy. Habits and: At;itudas,attendance, graduatinﬂ nates,!_
and ]udgéments nE ‘relevant stafF : : .

~ 2. The advisingﬁpfocess, in =1lu ding bath :nntinuing questigns on who carries -
out the advising, whether students are ‘adequately advised and whether
. course selections are appropriate, and adding considgratiaﬂ of . Ehé'
: advising PfEEESE in the 1uniar high schaals, : :

,3; Frgéuatiun requifements, iﬂzluding prajegged effegt cf campetEﬁgy
requirements, campariﬁan of AISD seniors achievemans scoresg tp a
-national sample, how students are using eiéctive caurses, and Hnat

o S courses are actually taken.

,5* Qrganizational roles, including study of the duties, responsibilities S
~and perceived benefits of counselors, as well as the perﬂéived "cgsts"
'nE expandad curriculum 1mp]ementatiani -

5. Ccufse cnntent inEludlng how similaf the same. course taught by
'different teachers is. .

"I‘P"
o
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| R ‘- b Cob | RESUURGES OF EVALUATION. _
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. INFORIATION SOURCE:

ROMILATION -

 VALUATION .
- QUESTIONS: ~ |~
| neFERENCED
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toutgerey
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g nnwnw&m
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INEORIATION SOURCE
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SUMMARY OF DATA TO BE COLLECTED IN THE SCHOOLS

Week of
Oct. 11

Weeks of
Nov. 29
Dec. 6

Weeks of
Mar. 14

Mar. 21
Mar. 28

Ik

J

Weeks of
Mar. 14,
- Mar. 21,
Mar. 28

. Thfcughaugr
entire year

Note:

‘class at each grade level in eaeh high school.

. STUDENT DATA

STUDENT ADVISING CHECKLIST: Administered to a random
sample of 38 sectlons representing all district
ninth-graders. Complete aﬂmiuistratian directions (script)
will be provided.

COUNSELEE OUESTIONNAIRE: Administered to a random aamplg
of about 36 10th, llth and 12th grade social studies.
sections by ORE staff “Requires abour 30 minutes.

STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE: Administered to 30-40 classes
(randomly selected) representing each grade level and
each high school by ORE staff. Requires one-half perioed.

SURVEY OF STUDY HABITS AND ATTITUDES: “Administered by .
ORE staff to a randomly selected sample of about one
Requires
a full class. péfiad '

EARNFD CREDIT SURVEY: Collected by ORE staff from .
available records in each high school. This may

involve one or two days with one or two ORE staff

working at each high school; to he individually arranged. -

The SEOUENTIAL TEST OF EDUCATTONAL PROGRESS will be

cadministered in mid-April- uﬁdgf ORE's distfigtuwide

testing.




'~ B. TEACHER DATA

&
*  Week of TESTS AND EXAMINATTONS: Coples of all formal tests
g Nov. 22 and examinations will be collected from 2 randomly .
- selected sections of one selected Languase Arts,
i Social Studies, and Science course at each high schgﬁl
- quuires teachers to submit EDDiES only.
. Week gf TFEACHER ﬁUESTIDVNATRE- Administered to all secondary
Jan. 17 teachers by AYSD mail by ORE staff. Requires about
25 minutes.
C. NON-TEACHING FACULTY DATA
Week of © HON-TEACHING HIGH SCHOOL PERSONNEL OUESTIONNAIRE: Ad-
.Jan. 17 ministered to all assistant principals, deans, counse-
' ‘lors, reglstrars, secretaries, librarians, snd attend-
ance clerks by AISD mail by ﬁRE staff. Requlres about
20 minutes.
Week of COUNSELOR INTERVIEW/OUESTIONNAIRE: Interview of one
“Jan. 17 (Q.) ~ randomly selected counselor at each high school by ORE
Feb. 21 (I.) staff at the interviewee's convenience. Requires about
one periodj. Ehe other caunselors will be sur?eyed _ Re=
7 quires ahaut 30 miﬁutes. o : .
Weeks of ' PRINCIPAL INTERVIEW: Interview with each senior high
Feb. 14, school principal by a Senior Evaluatar. Requires
Feb. 21 about one hour. o '
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EVALUATION TIME RESOURCES ALLOCATION SUMMARY

i et

SENIOR | EVALUATION | BVALUATION

A, Deglgn - 3 0 25 30 | 30

B, Information Sources:
1, Course Enrollments
2, Course Survey
3, Earned Credit Survey
4. Grade Reports
5. Pupil Accounting
~ 6. SAT
7, SSHA
8, STEP
9, Test/Outline Analysis
10, Coordinator I
I, Deleted . E
12, Coungelor /0, - ) , :
13, Principal I. | 0 5 o 0 R R
14, Coungelee Q, 0 ) S R R I |
15, Deleted . . N R . : —
16, Former Student Q. 0 5 n 9 b
17, Non-teaching Persommel{ - ) | B
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18, Student Advising |
o Checkldst 0 )
19, Student Q. B RT B
20, Teacher ), 0 b
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EVALUATION TIME RESOURCES ALLOCATION SUMMARY

VI

ACTIVITY

COORDTATOR

SENIOR

EVALUATDR

EVALUATION

ASSISTANT (A)

EVALUATION |
ASSISTANT (B)

SECRETARY

-]

. Interim Dissemination

=

. Final Report -

. Totel

—

. Admin/ind{rect time cost®

| ]
| 2 ]

16
i
0

230

=
40
35

i

e
40
3

234

;
0
104
104

W

o *Inéludeu stn:t-up costs, si:k days tnmpenaatury zime ﬁﬁﬁdr eté.
** Since appainted 3/12i7é o :




